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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
January 14, 2021
Minutes
PRESENT
Jennifer Cavenaugh, Dan Chong, Grant Cornwell, Donald Davison, Ashley Kistler, Richard Lewin,
Julia Maskivker, Jennifer Queen, Paul Reich, Scott Rubarth, Rob Sanders, Anne Stone, Martina
Vidovic, Karla Knight
Excused: Jamey Ray, Susan Singer, Manny Rodriguez

CALL TO ORDER
Paul Reich called the meeting to order at 12:32 PM.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM December 17, 2020 EC MEETING
Rubarth made a motion to approve the minutes from the 12/17/20 EC meeting. Chong seconded
the motion. Motion passed unanimously.

BUSINESS
FAC CIE Report
Donald Davison
FAC reviewed the current CIE instrument to determine if there are potential sources of bias based
on gender, race, or ethnicity. They also looked at the overall instrument to determine if we should
consider making changes to the questions.
FAC drafted a white paper of their findings which includes an analysis conducted by Meghal of
CIE’s from 2016-2019 for CLA full-time faculty. He looked at whether there were statistically
significant mean differences in raw scores between male and female faculty and between white
faculty and those who identified on the college survey as being a member of an underrepresented
group. The analysis did indicate small, but statistically significant biases related to race, ethnicity,
and gender. FAC has asked Meghal to conduct a follow-up analysis to determine if class size
effects these results as faculty from underrepresented groups tend to have slightly larger class
sizes than other faculty.
Based on the research and analysis, FAC made the following recommendations:
•

Conduct this kind of analysis on a regular cycle.
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•
•

Make the text box feature we implemented on CIE’s for COVID circumstances a permanent
feature.
Include a short statement to students on the CIE that calls their attention to the possibility of
subtle ways bias can enter evaluations, and include a parallel statement for faculty and
administrator evaluators.

Questions/Comments:
According to psychology literature, highlighting bias tends to increase bias. FAC will discuss this at
their next meeting.
Q: How much do evaluation letters rely on CIE numbers?
A: It varies by department. The more problematic the evaluation is the more numerical data is
used.
A: We discussed this with FEC. The numerics generally are not considered unless they are at the
lowest extremes.
Q: Did FAC look at narrative comments?
A: No.
Q: Some faculty have suggested we should redesign the CIE and ask more factual questions that
are less likely to have bias.
A: Several members of FAC are uncomfortable with questions on the CIE that ask “How did you
feel about…”. They would rather see questions that are more specific and not open to much
interpretation such as, “Did the faculty member answer your question within 48 hours?”
However, a concern is if we start changing the questions, does the reliability of the original
instrument become damaged? If the will of the faculty is to revamp the CIE we need to have a
separate discussion about all of the work that will be involved. Generally, FAC believes it’s better
to regularly try to identify the degree to which we can detect biases and make that information
available to evaluators to they can make professional judgements and adjust how they interpret
the results.
Q: We say demonstration of teaching excellence is most important but we’ve discussed that CIE’s
are not the best way to determine that. Are there creative alternatives?
A: An ACS consortium is working on the question of how to evaluate teaching in its broadest form
with focus on ensuring strategies other than CIE’s.
FAC will conclude their discussions in time to present their findings at the February CLA Faculty
Meeting.

Holt 4-1 Fast-Track Policy
Rob Sanders
The Holt School is proposing an accelerated degree pathway called Fast-Track. This is an
opportunity for students in CLA and Holt to take graduate courses as an undergraduate and then
transition to the graduate program in which they were taking these courses. Rather than retake
the same classes once in the graduate program, we would allow them to double-count the
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graduate courses. Undergraduates would still complete the 140 hours required for graduation
and could include up to 18 hours of graduate course work. In the graduate program they would
complete all of the graduation requirements for their program, but would have already
completed a number of the courses as an undergraduate. This kind program is supported by SACS
as long as it’s administered properly.
Q: Why 18 credit hours versus 16?
A: Some of the graduate programs are considering shifting to a 3-credit course model consistent
with other programs across the country.
Q: What concerns did the Curriculum Committee have with this proposal?
A: Implementation, scheduling, and advising were all concerns discussed in CC. There was also
discussion around how this will work for mid-term exams, finals, and living on campus. Also the
financial implication of how it might effect struggling Holt undergraduate programs.
Q: A CLA student would not have to pay more for these courses. Does Holt receive any
compensation if a CLA student takes graduate courses?
A: It would be a small loss of revenue for graduate programs; however, this could be made up as
more CLA students stay at Rollins to pursue graduate degrees.
Q: CLA students usually have a cap on the number of Holt courses they can take per year. Would
that need to be amended?
A: I believe the intention of the cap applies to undergraduate courses. We will need to update the
policy in the CLA catalog to make that clear.
Q: Students applying for this program need a 3.0 GPA and later in the proposal it says they need
to maintain good academic standing to stay enrolled. Why use that phrase instead of an actual
GPA?
A: The 3.0 GPA was to set the bar higher for enrolling in the program. Once the student is in the
program we don’t want to kick them out if their GPA drops to a 2.9 or 2.8. Rob will amend the
GPA statement on page 4 to avoid confusion.
EC unanimously approved the Fast-Track proposal pending CC’s acceptance of Rob’s amendment.
The proposal will be brought to the full faculty for consideration.

Holt Warning/Suspension/Dismissal Policy
Rob Sanders
The Holt School has a very different Academic Warning/Suspension/Dismissal policy than CLA.
This proposal changes the Holt policy to mostly mirror CLA. The primary difference has to do with
full-time versus part-time students. There is a difference between a student who takes 15 hours
and gets a 1.5 GPA and a student who takes one course and earns a 1.5. In this proposed policy a
student would not be suspended until they have attempted 12 or more hours.
Other than rearranging some of the wording, the Curriculum Committee did not have any issues
with this proposal.
Q: Is this policy only for undergraduate students in Holt?
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A: Yes.
EC unanimously approved the proposal and it will be brought to the full faculty for consideration.
CLA Faculty Meeting Agenda
Paul Reich
The January 21, 2021 CLA Faculty Meeting agenda will include a discussion of the Attendance
Policy for College-Related Business policy, and time permitting, the Holt 4-1 Fast Track and
Warning/Suspension/Dismissal Policies.

Meeting adjourned at 1:45 p.m.
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ATTACHMENT #1

WHITE PAPER

Identifying Some Sources of Bias in Course and Instructor Evaluations
(CIEs)
February 5, 2020
Updated December 9,
2020

Prepared by the Faculty Affairs
Committee

DRAFT REPORT1

1

This informational report is the work of the members of the Faculty Affairs Committee and is not the
official policy of Rollins College.
6

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The Faculty Affairs Committee wishes to extend its appreciation to Professor Benjamin Hudson for his
work preparing an earlier draft of this document. Also, the Committee wishes to thank Dr. Nancy Chick
for supplying important references used in the preparation of this report.

FACULTY AFFAIRS MEMBERSHIP

Missy Barnes Dr.
David Caban
Dr. Ashley Cannaday Dr.
Leigh DiLorenzi Dr. John
Grau
Dr. Benjamin Hudson Dr.
Margaret McLaren Dr.
Leslie Poole
Dr. Samuel Sanabria Dr.
Rachelle Yankelevitz Dr.
Donald Davison, chair
Dean Jennifer Cavenaugh, Ex Officio

7

PREFACE

The Rollins College Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) was requested by several faculty members and
academic administrators to re-examine the efficacy of the current online course instructor evaluation
(CIE) method. There is a prolific literature examining the reliability and validity of student evaluations of
teaching (SET) in higher education. Generally, the literature reports the robust conclusion that online
course evaluations are vulnerable to biases correlated with gender, race, and sexual orientation of the
instructor. In addition, the literature generally finds that many course evaluations are poor measures of
student learning. Instead, the instruments tend to capture student satisfaction with the course, their
perception of learning, and their grade expectations. Course Instructor Evaluations (CIEs) can reflect
students’ (frequently implicit) biases and as such may often be impoverished sources of data about
minority faculty in administrative review of teaching effectiveness.

This White Paper provides an overview of the literature regarding gender, race, and sexual orientationrelated biases in course evaluation. Next, we plan to offer general descriptive results regarding the
outcomes from the CIEs at Rollins as they compare to the trends found in the literature. Finally, the goal
of the FAC is to prepare recommendations that will be discussed with the faculty during the spring,
2020.

ABSTRACT

Course instructor evaluations (CIEs) play a significant role in career trajectories, in both personnel and
awards decisions for faculty at many institutions, including Rollins. A chorus of recent inquiries into the
efficacy of CIEs across various institutions suggests that CIEs may be an invalid source of information
about teaching effectiveness generally, and they frequently reflect the unconscious biases of students.
They are particularly dubious indicators of quality of instruction of minority faculty. This paper examines
gender, racial, and sexual biases, although sources of bias exist. It is the hope of the Faculty Affairs
Committee that this White Paper contributes to a beneficial discussion of ways to best evaluate
excellence in teaching.
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INVALIDITY OF TEACHING EVALUATIONS GENERALLY

Since the 1990s, when CIEs began to take on outsized importance in hiring, retention, and promotion
decisions at American universities, scholars have sounded the alarm on their efficacy. 2 In a recent 2017
review of the literature, and which includes some strong suggestions for rethinking CIEs, Henry
Hornstein notes several problems with standardizing the evaluation of teaching. From These problems
include: (1) considerable disagreement about what qualities mark “teaching effectiveness” and the
problem of measurement generally;, to (2) a reminder that CIEs are objectively suspect since because
they measure students’ subjective perceptions of a course and instructor rather than the actual course
and instructor herself;, and (3) the problem of limited response rates; and (4) how student satisfaction
does not necessarily correlate necessarily with learning. Hornstein surveys the ways in which CIEs do not
offer a solid ground on which instruction can be measured objectively. In response, he suggests that
“the persistent practice of using student evaluations as summative measures to determine decisions for
retention, promotion, and pay for faculty members is improper and depending on circumstances could be
argued to be illegal.”3

Many studies conclude that student evaluations of teaching (SET) are inaccurate measures of teaching
effectiveness.4 Instead, Boring, et. al., find that student evaluations are more strongly related to the
instructor’s gender and to students’ grade expectations than objective indicates of learning. “On the
whole, high SET (student evaluations of teaching) seem to be a reward students give instructors who
make them anticipate getting a good grade. . . .”5 Boring and her colleagues also find gender disparities
in student teaching evaluations. Overall, male instructors receive higher scores than female instructors.
However, they also find gender concordance— male students give male instructors higher evaluation
scores than they give female instructors, and vice versa. Therefore, gender effects may be heightened
depending on the composition of

See, for example, J.V. Adams, “Student Evaluations: The Ratings Game.” Inquiry 1 (1997): 10- 16.
Hornstein, Henry, “Student evaluations of teaching are an inadequate assessment tool for
evaluating faculty performance.” Cogent Education 4 (2017): 1-8, 2.
4
Boring, Anne, Kellie Ottoboni, and Philip Start, “Student evaluations of teaching (mostly) do not
measure teaching effectiveness,” ScienceOpen Research, January 7, 2016.
5
Ibid, p. 1.
2
3
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the instructor’s class. For instance, a female instructor with a largely male student class might expect to
receive statistically significant lower evaluations regardless of how much learning occurred in the course.
Indeed, Deslauriers and colleagues found little relationship between perceived learning and objective
learning in introductory physics classes.6 The authors found that students who are engaged in active
learning—while more difficult than passive learning— demonstrate objectively greater knowledge on end
of the year exams. However, students perceive themselves to learn more under passive learning
approaches. Finally, Esarey and Valdes use computational simulation that assumes the SETs are valid,
reliable, and unbiased. They find that even under these ideal assumptions student evaluations of
teaching can not reliably identify good teaching. Instead, they recommend using SETs in combination
with multiple measures of teaching effectiveness is can produce better results.7

The FAC would like to add that CIEs for courses that involve controversial, emotionally
triggering, or political content should be considered doubly suspect.

GENDER BIAS IN TEACHING EVALUATIONS

A robust scholarship over the last thirty years indicates that student evaluations unfairly critique the
teaching effectiveness of female instructors due not to “gendered behavior” on behalf of the instructors
but to “actual bias on the part of the students.”8 In a 2015 study from MacNell, Driscoll, and Hunt, the
authors emphasize that student gender biases reflect a broader trend of “the pervasive devaluation of
women, relative to men, that occurs in professional settings in the United States” (293). The authors
show that gender bias in course evaluations is a significant source of inequality facing female faculty
and “systematically disadvantages women in academia” (301).

6

Deslauriers, Louis, Logan McCarty, Kelly Miller, Kristina Callaghan, and Greg Kestin, “Measuring
actual learning versus feeling of learning in response to being actively engaged in the classroom,”
PNAS Latest Articles, August 13, 2019.

Esarey, Justin and Natalie Valdes, “Unbiased, reliable, and valid student evaluations can
still be unfair,” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, February 20, 2020.
7
8

MacNell, Lillian, Adam Driscoll, and Andrea Hunt, “What’s in a Name: Exposing Gender Bias in Student
Ratings of Teaching.” Innovative Higher Education 40 (2015): 291-303, 301.
Subsequent references appear parenthetically within the text.
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Ben Schmidt, professor of history at Northwestern University, has compiled data from over 14 million
Ratemyprofessor.com reviews in interactive graphs on his professional website that reveal the
unconscious bias of student evaluations. According to Claire Cain Miller, Schmidt’s data reveals “that
people tend to think more highly of men than women in professional settings, praise men for the same
things they criticize women for, and are more likely to focus on a woman’s appearance or personality
and on a man’s skills and intelligence.”9 Schmidt’s visualizations of his data, available on his
professional website, personal website, show significant discrepancies along gender lines in student
evaluations of teaching: male instructors are more likely to be rated “smart,” “genius,” or “funny,” while
female professors are more frequently labeled “strict” or “bossy.”

More recently, scholars Kristina Mitchell and Jonathan Martin demonstrate the differences in language
students use to evaluate male and female faculty. They show that a male instructor “administering an
identical course as a female instructor receives higher ordinal scores in teaching evaluations, even when
questions are not instructor-specific.”10 Mitchell and Martin demonstrate that student evaluations of
female faculty often demean their professional accomplishments, critique their attire and personality,
and generally document “that students have less professional respect for their female professors” (652).
This data encourages Mitchell and Martin to argue against CIEs in administrative or promotional
decisions altogether because “the use of evaluations in employment decisions is discriminatory against
women” (648).

RACIAL AND ETHNIC BIAS IN TEACHING EVALUATIONS

Although CIEs have existed in higher education for nearly a century, it is no surprise that education
researchers have historically “overlooked the classroom experiences of teachers and

Miller, Claire Cain, “Is the Professor Bossy or Brilliant? Much Depends on Gender.,” New York Times,
6 Feb. 2015.
10
Mitchell, Kristina M. and Jonathan Martin, “Gender Bias in Student Evaluations.” PS: Political
Science & Politics 51, 3 (July 2018):, 648-652, 648. Subsequent references appear parenthetically
within the text.
9
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professors of color.”11 Over the last several decades, this lacuna has begun to be addressed as education
researchers have investigated the challenges facing professors of color in regards to the validity of CIEs
and the instrument’s tendency to reflect prejudices. Thirty years ago, textile and clothing scholar Usha
Chowdhary conducted two different sections of the same course in different garb—one in traditional
Indian clothing and the other in Western clothing; she discovered that the CIEs from the section in which
she wore traditional Indian clothing were more negative.12 Ten years later, Heidi Nast surveyed “student
resistances to multicultural teaching and faculty diversity [and] the risks that derive from problematic
institutional deployment of student evaluations as a means of judging multicultural curricular and faculty
success.”13 Nast surveys several incidents when CIEs were used to harass faculty of color and/or LGBTQ
faculty and “to register anger and disapproval at having to negotiate topics and issues in a scholarly way
which conflict with heretofore learned social values and assumptions” (104). A contemporaneous study
by Katherine Hendrix similarly determines that “race influences student perceptions of professor
credibility” (740) and that “the competence of Black professors was more likely to be questioned” (758).
Scratching only the surface of a robust scholarship from the end of the twentieth century, Chowdhary,
Nast, and Hendrix help us understand how course evaluations for classes taught by faculty of color
frequently reflect larger social biases and are invalid measures of success in the classroom.14

While Chowdary, Nast, and Hendrix relied on anecdotal data from restricted sample sizes, more recently
scholars have broadened the scope of their investigations. In a robust review of evaluations from
students at 25 liberal arts colleges on the website Ratemyprofessor.com, Landon Reid determined that
“racial minority faculty, particularly Black faculty, were evaluated
11

Hendrix, Katherine Grace, “Student Perceptions of the Influence of Race on Professor Credibility.”

Journal of Black Studies 28, 6 (1998): 738-763, 739. Subsequent references appear parenthetically
within the text.

Chowdhary, Usha, “Instructor’s Attire as a Biasing Factor in Students’ Ratings of
an Instructor.” Clothing & Textiles Research Journal 6 (1988): 17-22.
12
13

Nast, Heidi J, “‘Sex’, ‘Race’ and Multiculturalism: Critical Consumption and the Politics of Course
Evaluations." Journal of Geography in Higher Education 23, 1 (03, 1999): 102-115, 103. Subsequent
references appear parenthetically within the text.
14
A more recent study confirms their findings: Arnold K Ho, Lotte Thomsen, and Jim Sidanius,.
“Perceived Academic Competence and Overall Job Evaluations: Students' Evaluations of African American
and European American Professors.” Journal of Applied Social Psychology 39.2 (2009): 389-406.
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more negatively than White faculty in terms of Overall Quality, Helpfulness, and Clarity.” 15 Reid cautions
that “both race and gender have an interactive effect on [CIEs] that should be considered in the tenure
and promotion cases of racial minority faculty” (145). Importantly, Reid points out that students “are
unlikely to assert that a racial minority faculty member is a bad instructor because of their race” and that
“instead, prejudicial biases are more likely to be expressed as principled, and therefore socially
defensible, evaluations of an instructor’s teaching” (146). Reid noted particularly that at institutions like
Rollins, which “demand excellent, not merely good, teaching for promotion and tenure” the problem of
racial minority faculty’s evaluative disadvantage may be “compounded” (148).

Similarly, Bettye Smith and Billy Hawkins contribute to the discussion with a large-scale quantitative,
empirical study which determined that “race does matter in how students evaluate both faculty and the
value of the courses faculty teach […] and therefore matters when examining faculty effectiveness.” 16
Smith and Hawkins’s study demonstrates that Black faculty’s “mean scores were the lowest” among
Black, White, and a third racial category of Other (159). Smith and Hawkins find that this phenomenon
was “especially troublesome because these ratings have the power to affect merit increases and
careers” (159). Other studies have addressed this evaluative disadvantage shouldered by minority
faculty, with similar findings that Hispanic and Asian American faculty similarly receive lower ratings
than White faculty.17

SEXUAL ORIENTATION BIAS IN TEACHING EVALUATIONS

15

Reid, Landon, “The Role of Perceived Race and Gender in the Evaluation of College Teaching on
RateMyProfessors.com.” Journal of Diversity in Higher Education 3, 3 (2010): 137-152, 145. Subsequent
references appear parenthetically within the text.
16
Smith, Bettye P. and Billy Hawins, “Examining Student Evaluations of Black College Faculty:
Does Race Matter?” The Journal of Negro Education 80, 2 (2011): 149-162, 160. Subsequent
references appear parenthetically within the text.
17
Anderson, K.J. and Smith, G. “Students’ preconceptions of professors: Benefits and barriers according
to ethnicity and gender.” Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 2 (2005):184-201; and G. Smith, G
and Anderson, K.J,. “Students’ Ratings of Professors: The Teaching Style Contingency for Latino/a
Professors.” Journal of Latinos and Education 4 (2005): 115-136.
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There is a growing literature investigating whether students’ evaluations of professors are influenced by
their perception of the faculty member’s sexual orientation. Generally, conclusions about students’ racial
and gender biases extend to biases about sexual orientation of instructors. For instance, Melanie Moore
and Richard Trahan find that women who teach courses on gender often experience resistance and
skepticism because students perceive them as advancing their personal political agenda. 18 By extension,
Russ, Simonds, and Hunt (2002) examine whether instructor sexual orientation influences students’
perceptions of teacher credibility, character, and students’ personal assessment of how much they are
learning.19 Their results suggest that perceptions of credibility, character, and student learning are
strongly influenced by the sexual orientation of the instructor. In comparing student ratings of a guest
instructor who indicated he was either gay or straight, “Students perceived the gay instructor to be
significantly less credible in terms of competence and character” compared to their evaluations of the
straight instructor (316). Similarly, analyzing qualitative information such as written comments revealed
that the gay instructor vignette received four-times more negative comments by students compared to
the straight instructor. Russ and Simonds also explore the connection between students’ perception of
how much they learn and the credibility of the guest speaker, and if those are related to the sexual
orientation of the instructor. First, they find that students perceive themselves to learn more from
teachers who are seen as credible. Second, their results show that “students perceive they learn almost
twice as much from a heterosexual teacher compared to a gay teacher (319).” In summary, students
rate a gay instructor as less credible and therefore perceive themselves as learning less than from a
heterosexual instructor.

In addition to perceived learning perceptions, Kristin Anderson and Melinda Kanner report that “Lesbian
and gay professors were rated as having a political agenda, compared to heterosexual professors with
the same syllabus (1538).20 These results suggest that students’ course evaluation

Moore, Melanie and Richard Trahan, “Biased and political: Student perceptions of females teaching
about gender.” College Student Journal, 31, 4, (1997).
19
Russ, Travis L. Cheri J. Simonds, and Stephen K. Hunt, “Coming Out in the Classroom . . . An
Occupational Hazard?: The Influence of Sexual Orientation on Teacher Credibility and Perceived Student
Learning,” Communication Education, 51, 3, (2002).
18

20

Anderson, K. J., & Kanner, M., Inventing a gay agenda: Students' perceptions of lesbian and gay
professors.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 41(6), 1538–1564, (2011).
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559- 1816.2011.00757.x
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criteria differ when evaluating courses taught by lesbian or gay professors versus heterosexual
professors. Based on the expanding body of literature, there seem to be biases regarding the sexual
orientation of instructors.

BIAS AT ROLLINS

The Office of Institutional Analytics examined whether there is evidence of bias in the Course Instructor
Evaluation (CIE) instrument used at Rollins. Consistent with national trends, the results indicate small but
statistically significant differences in the teaching evaluations between male and female faculty as well as
between white non-Hispanic faculty and faculty from under- represented groups. Two different analyses
were conducted. The first compared the mean difference in raw scores for the indicators in the CIE
between the faculty groups. The second analysis examined the difference in the percentage of course
evaluations that received either a Poor (raw score = 1) or Fair (raw score = 2) overall evaluation
between the groups. In other words, the second analysis explores the possible effects of one group of
faculty receiving extremely poor overall assessments which can distort their overall evaluation. The
results from both analyses indicate that female faculty and faculty from under-represented groups
consistently receive lower assessments compared to their white colleagues. The effects are small but
statistically significant at p<0.05. A summary of the results are below. (Refer to the Appendix for the
complete results).

CIE Analysis of Possible Bias
Comparison between White Faculty and Female Faculty and Under-represented Faculty

White Non-Hispanic and

Range

Underrepresented Faculty

(min – max differences in raw
scores)
Mean differences in raw
scores

0.02 – 0.10
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Differences percent of overall

0.53% - 1.47%

evaluation either Poor (1) or
Fair (2)
Male – Female Faculty

Mean differences in raw
scores
Differences percent of overall

0.02 – 0.09

0.39% - 1.45%

evaluation either Poor (1) or
Fair (2)
29,733 < N <32,307
The Faculty Affairs Committee offers the following recommendations designed to heighten awareness of
the subtle ways bias can influence teaching evaluations and other forms of decision making. The
Committee believes that increasing awareness about potential forms of bias will contribute to
strengthening norms that resist stereotypes.

1.

The Office of Institutional Analytics should conduct the Race and Gender Bias Study
every four years and report the results to the Faculty Affairs Committee. This
information will allow faculty and administrators to monitor our progress regarding
resisting bias in teaching evaluations.

2.

The following statement alerting students to the subtle means bias can enter their
decision making will be the first page they read before they can proceed to the CIE
instrument.
Proposed Rollins College CIE Introductory Statement for Students:
Student evaluations of teaching play an important role in the review of faculty. Your opinions
influence the annual reviews of instructors. Rollins College recognizes that student evaluations of
teaching are often influenced by students’ unconscious and unintentional biases about the race,
gender, sexual orientation, and physical abilities of instructors. Those who identify with these
categories may be rated lower in their teaching evaluations than white men, even when there
are no actual differences in the instruction or in what students have learned.
As you fill out the course evaluation please keep this in mind and make an effort to resist
stereotypes about professors. Focus on your opinions about the content of the course (the
assignments, the textbook, the in-class material) and not unrelated matters (the instructor’s
appearance).”
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3.

Similarly, the following statement about bias will be made available to all faculty
evaluators (CECs, FEC, administrators). The suggested location is in the Canvas site
with candidates’ teaching portfolio materials.
Proposed Rollins College CIE Evaluator (CECs, FECs, Admins., etc.) Statement:
Rollins College is committed to an inclusive workplace where we consciously examine the
presence and potential harmful impact of implicit bias in evaluation.
Rollins College recognizes that student evaluations of teaching can be influenced by students’
unconscious biases about the race, gender, sexual orientation, age, and physical abilities of
instructors. As you read CIEs, please be mindful that data generated on this instrument indicates
the presence of implicit bias against those who hold non-dominant social identities. Therefore,
those instructors holding non-dominant identities may be rated lower in their teaching
evaluations than white straight men, even when there are no actual differences in the instruction
or in what students have learned.
Evaluators are also not immune from implicit bias. Thus, in addition to being aware of the
inherent implicit bias within CIEs, please make a regular, conscious effort to examine your own
potential implicit biases and minimize them.

4.

The FAC recommends that the text box for faculty comments on the CIE is made a
permanent feature on Course Instructor Evaluations.
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Appendix
Results for Negative Bias against Female Faculty and Faculty from Unrepresented Groups
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N egative Rating Bias Against Female Faculty in Student Course Evaluations
Chi-square test for Equal proportions
Null Hypothesis H0 = Both female and male faculty are equally likely to receive negative rating (1=Poor and 2=Fair) from student
i.e. H0 = the proportions of negative rating received by male and female faculty = 0.5
Alternate Hypothesis H1 = Male and female faculty are not equally likely to receive negative rating from a student
For each of questions below, where p-value < 0.05, reject the null hypothesis and infer that the proportion of negative ratings received by male and female faculty are not equal

for Female Faculty

S urvey Question
#

Responses
of 1 Poor
and 2 Fair

% of
Responses
of 1 Poor
and 2 Fair

Responses
of 3
Good, 4 Very
Good and 5
Excellent

for Male Faculty

% of
Responses of
3 Good, 4
Very
Good and
5
Excellent

Total #
of
Respons
es

% of
Responses
Respons
of 1 Poor
es of 1
and 2 Fair
Poor
and 2
Fair

Respon
se s of
3
Good, 4
Very
Good
and 5
Excelle
nt

% of
Responses
Total #
of 3
of
Good, 4
Respons
Very
es
Good and 5
Excellent

Differen
ce in %
of 1 Poor
and 2
Fair
response
s (Male Female)

ChiSquar
e
Statist
ic
Value

Prob or
pvalue

N

Overall Professor - Overall, how would you
rate this professor?

1,140

6.8%

15,745

93.2%

16,885

812

5.3%

14,514

94.7%

15,326

-1.45%

29.81

4.8E-08 32,211

7.1

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy
and respect

467

2.7%

16,521

97.3%

16,988

336

2.2%

15,036

97.8%

15,372

-0.56%

10.58

1.1E-03 32,360

7.2

Prepared - Organized & prepared when
teaching students

900

5.3%

16,063

94.7%

16,963

557

3.6%

14,787

96.4%

15,344

-1.68%

52.52

4.3E-13 32,307

7.3

Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about
teaching & interacting with students

366

2.2%

16,589

97.8%

16,955

321

2.1%

15,021

97.9%

15,342

-0.07%

0.17

6.8E-01 32,297

936

5.5%

16,012

94.5%

16,948

749

4.9%

14,588

95.1%

15,337

-0.64%

6.65

9.9E-03 32,285

11.2

7. Please rate your professor on the following characteristics-

7.4

Effective - Able to explain complex
material &
accomplish course goals

7.5

Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps
your attention

1,151

6.8%

15,802

93.2%

16,953

975

6.4%

14,368

93.6%

15,343

-0.43%

2.47

1.2E-01 32,296

7.6

Knowledgeable - Comprehensive & current
knowledge in her/his field

323

1.9%

16,626

98.1%

16,949

194

1.3%

15,138

98.7%

15,332

-0.64%

20.95

4.7E-06 32,281

7.7

Egalitarian - Treats students equally - does
not play favorites

716

4.2%

16,214

95.8%

16,930

517

3.4%

14,801

96.6%

15,318

-0.85%

15.95

6.5E-05 32,248

7.8

Tolerant - Open to student attitudes &
opinions that are not her/his own

7.9

7.10

730

4.3%

16,081

95.7%

16,811

508

3.3%

14,736

96.7%

15,244

-1.01%

21.96

2.8E-06 32,055

Supportive - Encourages students to do
their
best & supports their efforts

575

3.4%

16,334

96.6%

16,909

461

3.0%

14,862

97.0%

15,323

-0.39%

3.97

4.6E-02 32,232

Available - Easy to approach & available
for
meetings outside of class

712

4.3%

15,768

95.7%

16,480

514

3.4%

14,394

96.6%

14,908

-0.87%

15.88

6.8E-05 31,388
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L ower Average Score Bias Against Female Faculty in Student Course Evaluations
Two sample t-test for Equal Average Scores
Null Hypothesis H0 = The avg. score given by students to male and female faculty are equal (or statistically indifferent). Avg. score for each faculty is calculated for each of the
below questions asked in student course evaluation by considering the following scores: 1 for Poor, 2 for Fair, 3 for Good, 4 for Very Good and 5 for Excellent.
Alternate Hypothesis H1 = Average scores given to male and female faculty by the students in course evaluation is not equal.
For each of questions below, where Probt < 0.05, reject the null hypothesis and infer that the average score received by the male and female faculties in that question is not the
same.

#

11.2

S urvey Question

Overall Professor - Overall, how would you
rate this professor?

Average
Score of
Female
Faculty
(mu1)

4.37

Average
Score of
Male Faculty
(mu2)

<

4.46

Difference
between
Avg. Score
of Male Female
Faculty

Method

Variances

tValue

DF

Probt

Method

Variance
s

tValue

DF

Prob
t

0.09 Pooled

Equal

-21.60

32,209 <.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-21.69

32,203

<.0
001

0.04 Pooled

Equal

-17.32

32,358 <.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-17.51

31,932

<.0
001

0.09 Pooled

Equal

-24.26

32,305

<.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-24.54

31,732

<.0
001

0.02 Pooled

Equal

-8.04

<.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-8.00

30,973

<.0
001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-16.78

32,103

<.0
001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-18.42

31,332

<.0
001

<.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-35.67

32,219

<.0
001

<.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-20.85

32,224

<.0
001

<.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-23.25

31,857

<.0
001

7. Please rate your professor on the following characteristics7.1

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy
and respect

4.66

<

4.70

7.2

Prepared - Organized & prepared when
teaching students

4.50

<

4.59

7.3

Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about
teaching & interacting with students

4.69

<

4.71

32,283

7.4

Effective - Able to explain complex
material &
accomplish course goals

4.48

<

4.53

7.5

Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps
your attention

4.42

<

4.47

7.6

Knowledgeable - Comprehensive & current
knowledge in her/his field

4.72

<

4.79

Egalitarian - Treats students equally - does
not play favorites

4.60

<

4.65

7.8

Tolerant - Open to student attitudes &
opinions that are not her/his own

4.59

<

4.66

7.9

Supportive - Encourages students to do
their
best & supports their efforts

4.65

<

4.67

4.59

<

4.64

Available - Easy to approach & available
meetings outside of class

0.05 Pooled

Equal

-16.76

32,294 <.0001

0.05 Pooled

Equal

-18.49

32,279 <.0001

0.07 Pooled

Equal

-35.41

32,246
32,053

7.7

7.10 for

32,295

0.05 Pooled

Equal

-20.72

0.07 Pooled

Equal

-23.06

0.02 Pooled

Equal

-11.46

<.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-11.48

32,033

<.0
001

0.05 Pooled

Equal

-14.74

<.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-14.83

31,366

<.0
001

32,230
31,386

** The above study was conducted by the Office of Provost with results collected from student course evaluations in CLA courses from most recent 7 Spring and Fall terms (Fall 2016 through Fall 2019) for 1,837 sections taught
by our current 200 full-time CLA faculty. The analysis was carried out on the 11 questions asked to students in course evaluations that rate faculty on their teaching and behavior in the classroom. The four groups used for this
analysis are full-time female faculty, full-time male faculty, full-time faculties from White Non-Hispanic race and faculties from Under-represented Minority (URM) races. URM group includes faculty from Asian, African
American race and, Hispanic ethnicity. International faculty and faculty who have not specified their Race or Ethnicity to the college survey have been excluded from the study. All race, ethnicity and gender categories are selfidentified by the individuals.
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Negative Rating Bias Against Under-represented Faculty in Student Course Evaluations
Chi-square test for Equal proportions

for Under-represented (URM)
Faculty

Survey Question
#

11.2

Overall Professor - Overall, how would
you
rate this professor?

Responses
of 1 Poor
and 2 Fair

346

for White Non-Hispanic
Faculty

% of
Responses
% of
Responses of Total #
of
3
Responses of
3 Good, 4
of
1 Poor and 2 Good, 4 Very
Very Good
Respons
Good and 5
Fair
and 5
es
Excellent
Excellent

7.2%

Differen
ce in %
% of
% of
ChiResponses
of 1
Responses
Responses
Responses of Total # Poor and Squar
of
3
of 1 Poor
of 1 Poor
3 Good, 4
e
of
2 Fair
Good, 4 Very
and 2 Fair
and 2 Fair
Very
Respons respons Statist
Good and 5
Good and
ic
es
es
Excellent
5
(White - Value
Excellent
URM)

Prob or
p
value

N

4,449

92.8%

4,795

1,450

5.6%

24,264

94.4%

25,714

-1.58%

18.14

2.1E- 30,509
05

7. Please rate your professor on the following characteristics7.1

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy
and respect

139

2.9%

4,684

97.1%

4,823

593

2.3%

25,237

97.7%

25,830

-0.59%

5.99

1.4E- 30,653
02

7.2

Prepared - Organized & prepared when
teaching students

236

4.9%

4,583

95.1%

4,819

1,084

4.2%

24,702

95.8%

25,786

-0.69%

4.73

3.0E- 30,605
02

7.3

Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about
teaching & interacting with students

142

2.9%

4,679

97.1%

4,821

475

1.8%

25,300

98.2%

25,775

-1.10%

24.99

5.8E- 30,596
07

304

6.3%

4,512

93.7%

4,816

1,234

4.8%

24,534

95.2%

25,768

-1.52%

19.72

9.0E- 30,584
06

350

7.3%

4,471

92.7%

4,821

1,616

6.3%

24,161

93.7%

25,777

-0.99%

6.63

1.0E- 30,598
02

99

2.1%

4,717

97.9%

4,816

377

1.5%

25,389

98.5%

25,766

-0.59%

9.30

2.3E- 30,582
03

218

4.5%

4,586

95.5%

4,804

932

3.6%

24,813

96.4%

25,745

-0.92%

9.41

2.2E- 30,549
03

212

4.4%

4,563

95.6%

4,775

923

3.6%

24,668

96.4%

25,591

-0.83%

7.76

5.3E- 30,366
03

210

4.4%

4,598

95.6%

4,808

745

2.9%

24,977

97.1%

25,722

-1.47%

28.94

7.5E- 30,530
08

198

4.3%

4,452

95.7%

4,650

936

3.7%

24,147

96.3%

25,083

-0.53%

2.96

8.5E-02 29,733

7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
7.9
7.10

Effective - Able to explain complex
material &
accomplish course goals
Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps
your attention
Knowledgeable - Comprehensive &
current
knowledge in her/his field
Egalitarian - Treats students equally does
not play favorites
Tolerant - Open to student attitudes &
opinions that are not her/his own
Supportive - Encourages students to do
their
best & supports their efforts
Available - Easy to approach & available
for
meetings outside of class
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Proposal of Policy to Establish Credit Double Counting Policy for Holt
Lower Average
ScoreBias
Against Under-represented
FacultyDegree
in Student Course Evaluations
that allows
for an Accelerated
Pathway to a Holt Graduate
Two sample t-test for Equal Average Scores

#

Survey Question

Overall Professor - Overall, how would

11.2 you

Average
Score of
URM
Faculty
(mu1)

4.37

Average
Difference
Score
of
between
White Non- Avg. Score of
hispanic
White URM
Faculty
Faculty
(mu2)
<

4.44

rate this professor?

Method

Variances

tValue

DF

Probt

Method

Variance
s

tValue

DF

Prob
t

0.07 Pooled

Equal

-8.72

30,507 <.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-7.67

6,083

<.0
001

0.03 Pooled

Equal

-9.63

30,651 <.0001

Satterthwa
i
Unequal
te

-8.83

6,296

<.0
001

0.02 Pooled

Equal

-4.9

30,603 <.0001

Unequal

-4.53

6,332

<.0
001

0.06 Pooled

Equal

-11.75

30,594 <.0001

Unequal

-8.74

5,578

<.0
001

0.10 Pooled

Equal

-14.5

30,582 <.0001

Unequal

-12.11

5,916

<.0
001

0.07 Pooled

Equal

-6.52

30,596 <.0001

Unequal

-5.48

5,947

<.0
001

0.03 Pooled

Equal

-7.81

30,580 <.0001

Unequal

-6.46

5,882

<.0
001

0.02 Pooled

Equal

-10.52

30,547 <.0001

Unequal

-9.6

6,246

<.0
001

0.04 Pooled

Equal

-10.81

30,364 <.0001

Unequal

-9.59

6,091

<.0
001

0.06 Pooled

Equal

-16.73

30,528 <.0001

Unequal

-13.21

5,726

<.0
001

0.04 Pooled

Equal

-11.34

29,731 <.0001

Unequal

-9.39

5,679

<.0
001

7. Please rate your professor on the following characteristics7.1

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy
and respect

4.66

<

4.69

7.2

Prepared - Organized & prepared when
teaching students

4.54

<

4.56

7.3

Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about
teaching & interacting with students

4.66

<

4.72

4.44

<

4.54

4.41

<

4.48

4.73

<

4.77

4.62

<

4.63

4.60

<

4.64

4.61

<

4.67

4.59

<

4.63

7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
7.9
7.10

Effective - Able to explain complex
material &
accomplish course goals
Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps
your attention
Knowledgeable - Comprehensive &
current
knowledge in her/his field
Egalitarian - Treats students equally does
not play favorites
Tolerant - Open to student attitudes &
opinions that are not her/his own
Supportive - Encourages students to do
their
best & supports their efforts
Available - Easy to approach & available
for
meetings outside of class

Satterthwa
i
te
Satterthwa
i
te
Satterthwa
i
te
Satterthwa
i
te
Satterthwa
i
te
Satterthwa
i
te
Satterthwa
i
te
Satterthwa
i
te
Satterthwa
i
te

** The above study was conducted by the Office of Provost with results collected from student course evaluations in CLA courses from most recent 7 Spring and Fall terms (Fall 2016 through Fall 2019) for 1,837 sections taught by our
current 200 full-time CLA faculty. The analysis was carried out on the 11 questions asked to students in course evaluations that rate faculty on their teaching and behavior in the classroom. The four groups used for this analysis are fulltime female faculty, full-time male faculty, full-time faculties from White Non-Hispanic race and faculties from Under-represented Minority (URM) races. URM group includes faculty from Asian, African American race and, Hispanic
ethnicity. International faculty and faculty who have not specified their Race or Ethnicity to the college survey have been excluded from the study. All race, ethnicity and gender categories are self-identified by the individuals.

Proposal of Policy to Establish Credit Double Counting Policy for Holt
that allows for an Accelerated Pathway to a Holt Graduate Degree

ATTACHMENT #2

Overview and Rationale
In cooperation with the Hamilton Holt School, Rollins College proposes to offer an accelerated degree pathway, currently referred to as Fast-Track. FastTrack is an accelerated pathway leading to the B.A./A.B. and a Holt graduate degree by allowing students to earn up to 18 graduate credits at Rollins
College during their senior year that could be applied to the fulfillment of both undergraduate and graduate degree requirements. Holt and College of
Liberal Arts (CLA) students accepted into this accelerated program would have the opportunity to take graduate level coursework in Holt during their
senior year at Rollins that would simultaneously fulfill undergraduate degree requirements as well as apply toward graduate degree requirements in a
participating Holt graduate program.
There are four primary reasons for offering this new accelerated program:
1) To increase enrollment in Holt graduate programs by providing an incentive for more Rollins undergraduates to remain at Rollins for a graduate
degree;
2) To retain the higher-achieving undergraduate students by providing this advanced opportunity to upper-division undergraduates who are
excelling in their undergraduate programs; and,
3) To save students time and money by providing an opportunity to complete undergraduate and graduate degrees that include up to 18 hours of
coursework shared between both degree programs.
4) To further the mission of Rollins College, notably by extending opportunities for Rollins undergraduate students to pursue meaningful lives and
productive careers by enrolling in graduate programs grounded in the liberal arts ethos of Rollins College.
In no way does such an arrangement reduce the content or rigor of the undergraduate or graduate experience; rather, it enhances it for participating students
(who must demonstrate appropriate aptitude to enroll in the graduate courses). It also helps improve time-to-degree at the graduate level and reduces overall
tuition costs to participating students.
Note that this proposal does not change undergraduate program requirements. Undergraduate students will still need to complete the entire 140 hours
program of study comprised of General Education requirements, major requirements, and electives. Similarly, this proposal does not change graduate
program requirements. Graduate students will still need to complete all coursework required in the program, including both required and elective courses.
Ultimately, this proposal is only requesting the creation of a policy that permits undergraduate students to:
1) Enroll in up to 18 hours of graduate coursework as seniors; and,
2) Apply those hours toward the fulfillment of undergraduate credit-hour requirements (up to 18 of the required 140); and,

Proposal of Policy to Establish Credit Double Counting Policy for Holt
that allows for an Accelerated Pathway to a Holt Graduate Degree
3) Retain this earned graduate coursework and subsequently apply these credit hours
toward the degree requirements of the selected Holt graduate program, thus saving
significant time and money.
Double Counting Graduate Credit Policy (Catalog Copy)
In cooperation with the Hamilton Holt School, Rollins College proposes to offer an accelerated
pathway leading to the B.A./A.B. and a Holt graduate degree by allowing students to earn up to
18 credits at Rollins College that could be applied to the fulfillment of both undergraduate and
graduate program requirements. Holt and College of Liberal Arts (CLA) students accepted into
this accelerated program would have the opportunity to take graduate level coursework in Holt
during their senior year at Rollins College that would simultaneously fulfill undergraduate
degree requirements as well as apply toward graduate degree requirements in a participating Holt
graduate program. See participating program guidelines regarding the courses and credit caps
allowed for each program.
Eligible undergraduate students must have a 3.0 cumulative grade point average to apply to the
graduate program during their junior year. Provisionally admitted Rollins undergraduate students
will be permitted to enroll in up to 18 graduate credit hours in a participating Holt graduate
program* upon achieving senior status during their undergraduate program of study. Eligible
graduate coursework completed as a senior will be used to fulfill undergraduate general elective
requirements* (up to 18 of the total 140 credit hours required) and will later be applied toward
the Holt graduate program to which the student has been admitted.
1 Students interested in this accelerated pathway should apply for a participating graduate
program during their junior year. Note graduate admission deadlines for Fall term start
dates. Accelerated program deadlines may be set earlier than program deadlines to
provide sufficient time for advising and planning.
1 Note that undergraduate students may NOT take graduate courses in Thesis, Independent
Study, Tutorials, or Internship.
1 Participating students may enroll in up to 18 credits of graduate coursework while
enrolled as undergraduate students in Fast-Track. Under no circumstances may the
undergraduate credit hours earned at Rollins be less than 120 semester hours, or the
graduate semester hours earned at Rollins be less than 30 semester hours.
1 Participating students are limited to maximum of 9 credits of graduate coursework each
semester as undergraduate students.
1 Participating students must maintain good academic standing while enrolled in the
accelerated program.
1 Please note that graduate coursework taken as an undergraduate student at Rollins
College while enrolled in this accelerated program is intended to be applied to
participating graduate programs here at Rollins College. It is unlikely that graduate
coursework used to fulfill undergraduate degree requirements would be transferrable to

3

Proposal of Policy to Establish Credit Double Counting Policy for Holt
that allows for an Accelerated Pathway to a Holt Graduate Degree
another university since graduate schools do not generally accept any transfer courses
that were already applied toward the completion of a degree program.
1 The graduate courses taken will be used to fulfill undergraduate elective hours regardless
of the student’s final decision to matriculate in the graduate program after graduation.
Note that students may not triple count graduate courses to fulfill other undergraduate
graduation requirements beyond the approved general electives (e.g., general education,
competencies, major or minor requirements*).
1 Participating undergraduate students must get prior approval from the respective advisors
(undergraduate and graduate) on all graduate courses to ensure applicability to and
fulfillment of the two degree program requirements.
1 Graduate hours taken will fulfill the Holt residency requirement.
*Undergraduate and graduate programs residing in the same department (i.e., Education)
may permit use of graduate courses to fulfill other undergraduate program requirements if
course content is the same (department chair approval required).

4
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Additional Details re: Process (would not be included in catalog but included here for
clarification purposes only)
Admissions
1 All Holt graduate programs are invited to participate in Fast-Track but are not required to
accept all undergraduate applicants through this program option. Only participating
programs will be marketed as having this option available to undergraduate students.
1 Graduate programs may establish provisional admission criteria to select Fast-Track
program participants and/or set caps on the number of Fast-Track students provisionally
admitted.
o Provisional admission to the Fast-Track program does not guarantee later full
admission into the graduate program. Graduate programs may use established
admission criteria to make final admission decisions. Admission decisions by the
participating graduate programs are selective and competitive.
1 Students provisionally admitted to the Fast-Track program must maintain a cumulative
undergraduate GPA of 3.0 better and a B or better in all graduate courses taken to be
admitted to the graduate program upon graduation. Students who do not meet these
standards will be re-reviewed by the graduate program.
1 Additional admission requirements for successful Fast-Track participants may be waived
(i.e. application fee, test scores, references) as determined by participating graduate
programs.
1 Students should apply to the graduate program during their regular junior year. Students
must adhere to graduate admission deadlines for Fall term start dates and be aware that
admission to the graduate program is not guaranteed. Fast-Track deadlines may be set
earlier than regular program deadlines.
1 Upon acceptance of student by the graduate program for Fast-Track, the Holt Admissions
team will provisionally admit the student and send an admission letters outlining the
requirements of the program and the courses they will be permitted to take in the
requested graduate program.
1 Holt Admissions will request a new intent to enroll form from each Fast-Track student
upon completing the undergraduate degree program.
Advising
1 Interested students should meet with the respective graduate program director prior to
admission to discuss the Fast-Track requirements and expectations for the graduate
program of interest.
o Designed for students who demonstrate capacity for graduate level work taken
during the senior year.

5
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1 We recommend that participating graduate programs develop an advising guide (see
attached example) that would provide guidance on sequencing of and enrollment in preapproved Fast-Track courses for that program. Students should advised that participation
in Fast-Track could impact financial aid eligibility as graduate students.
1

The Registrar will be informed to apply proper Banner coding to track and monitor
student progress. Undergraduate advisor would also be notified of the student’s
admission.

1 Accepted students will be provided a list of approved courses by their respective graduate
program directors and will be coded in Banner to enroll in selected courses. Fast-Track
students may be required to submit an override request each semester for an override to
be set by the Registrar’s office for the given semester.
1 Participating students are responsible for meeting regularly with their undergraduate
advisor and their respective graduate program director (or designee) to discuss
sequencing and registration in graduate courses. Note that graduate programs may limit
the courses undergraduates can take or require a certain sequence by which these should
be taken.
1 Students are expected to maintain continuous enrollment into the graduate program
immediately following graduation from the undergraduate program. A request for a
deferral of admission to a later term must be approved by both the graduate program
director and the Hamilton Holt School.
1 While open to all undergraduate Holt and CLA students, it is expected that transfer
students complete at least 12 hours at Rollins College prior to participating in Fast-Track.
1 While Fast-Track undergraduates, tuition for the graduate courses taken will be billed at
the rates established for the student’s respective school (CLA or Holt). Holt
undergraduates will pay the established graduate tuition rate for each graduate course
taken. CLA undergraduates will continue to pay the flat semester tuition set for CLA.
1 Note: participation in Fast-Track may result in a reduced course load as a graduate
student, which may impact eligibility for financial aid.
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Program Implementation
Graduate Program

Applied Behavior
Analysis and Clinical
Science

Education: Elementary
Education/ESOL/Reading
(K-6)

#
#
Approved Courses in FastCourses Credits Track

4

5

16

15

Summer:
• 1 Clinical Science elective
Fall:
• BACS 522: Principles of
Applied Behavior Analysis
• BACS 551: Law, Ethics, &
Behaviorism
Spring:
• 1 Clinical Science elective
• RED 509 Foundations of
Reading
• RED 569 Research-Based
Practices in Reading and
Language Arts
• RED 575 Diagnostic
Techniques in Reading
• RED 568 Differentiation in
Language Arts and Content
Area Instruction
• RED 577 Demonstration of
Accomplishment in Reading

Total UG
Semester
Hours

Total
Grad
Semester
Hours

Total
Rollins
Semester
Hours

124

57

181

125

49

174
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Human Resources

4

16

•
•
•
•
•

Liberal Studies

Public Health

4

4

16

16

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

MHR 500 Strategic HR
Management
MHR 510 Organizational
Change & Development
MHR 538 HR Leadership
MHR 540 Management
Consulting
Elective A (max one
elective course)
MLS 602 The Human Order
MLS 603 Religion in
Western Culture
Elective A
Elective B
MPH 500 Biological Basis
of Human Disease;
MPH 515 Comparative
Health Systems;
MPH 520 Foundations of
Public Health;
MPH 530 Health Behavior
and Education;
MPH 550 Public Health
Management;
MPH 640 Epidemiology

124

40

164

124

48

172

124

49

173
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Example of Graduate Advising Guide:

1

Proposal to Update Holt Policy regarding Standards of Scholarship – Warning, Probation, Suspension, and
Dismissal

ATTACHMENT #3

Overview and Rationale
The current Holt policy regarding academic progress, including provisions for warning, probation, and
dismissal does not currently include a step of “suspension” prior to dismissal as a means of pausing a
student’s academic program of study due to poor academic performance. The proposal below is modeled
after the existing CLA policy to include this important step in the process of supporting the success of our
Holt students. Modifications to the CLA policy were necessary to address the effects of part-time
enrollment of some of our Holt students on the implementation of this policy. Subsequently, suspension
would not be viable until a Holt student completes at least 12 credits in their program.

Current Catalog:
SATISFACTORY ACADEMIC PROGRESS
Hamilton Holt School students are expected to maintain a minimum cumulative grade point average
(GPA) of 2.0 to remain in good academic standing and demonstrate progress toward
accomplishment of academic goals.

ACADEMIC WARNING
All students will be reviewed after their first semester in the Hamilton Holt School. Students with a GPA
below 2.0 will be placed on academic warning and will be academically dismissed after two semesters
if the GPA remains below 2.0.

ACADEMIC PROBATION
Students who have attempted three or more semesters at Rollins College and have a cumulative GPA of
below 2.0 will be placed on academic probation.

DISMISSAL
1. A student who has been placed on academic probation must raise his or her
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cumulative GPA to 2.0 or be eligible for dismissal from the College. The probationary
student must attain this average by the end of the third consecutive regular term after
being placed on probation (regular terms are fall, spring, and summer); or by the end
of his or her fifth course after being placed on probation-whichever comes first. (Note:
Students receiving Federal Veterans’ aid must attain a 2.0 cumulative GPA by the end
of the second consecutive regular term after being placed on probation or the VA will
be notified of unsatisfactory progress so the VA can terminate benefits.)
2. A probationary student becomes eligible for dismissal if in any term he or she fails to
show progress toward achieving a 2.0 by failing to maintain at least a 2.0 term- GPA
during that term.
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3. Students dismissed from the Holt School or any other College program are
dismissed from all programs of the College.
4. Students who are academically dismissed have 10 days to appeal the decision in writing.
Academically dismissed students may apply for readmission after one calendar year has elapsed.
Dismissed students are strongly encouraged to complete at least one year of acceptable coursework (in
most cases, B or better grades) at another accredited institution of higher education prior to requesting
readmission to the Holt School. They should discuss this option with their Holt School academic adviser
to ensure that appropriate courses are completed.
Readmission decisions are made by Hamilton Holt School Student Appeals Committee.

Proposed Catalog (adapted from the current CLA policy):

Standards of Scholarship
ACADEMIC WARNING SYSTEM
Faculty complete academic warning forms for students who are performing at unsatisfactory levels in
their courses during weeks four (4) to twelve (12) of each term. Unsatisfactory academic performance
includes poor attendance, lack of participation, failure to complete assignments on time, poor test and
quiz grades, poor quality of written work, studio work, or laboratory work, or an estimated grade of ‘C-’
or lower in the course. The withdrawal without penalty deadline occurs in the tenth week of each
semester; students may exercise their one-time, late CR/NC option through 5 p.m. on the last day of
classes each term.
Academic warnings are sent via campus e-mail to the student. Students receiving warnings are directed
to meet with the professor of the course, as well as their Holt advisor, to discuss issues of concern,
strategies for improvement, and other options including withdrawal from courses or exercise of the Late
Credit/No Credit (CR/NC) option. In addition to these interventions, the Holt Advising Services staff also
contacts students when they have been referred to the Tutoring and/or the Writing Center, or if they are
deemed academically “at risk” for other reasons (multiple academic warnings, students with learning
disabilities, and those on academic probation).

ACADEMIC STANDING
All students must maintain a cumulative Grade Point Average (GPA) of at least 2.00 and a single term
Grade Point Average (GPA) of at least 1.5 to be in good academic standing. Students who fail to meet
minimum academic standards at the end of any term are placed on academic probation, academic
suspension, or are dismissed permanently from the College.
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Minimum Academic Standards
Any student whose cumulative GPA falls below 2.00, or whose fall, spring or summer term GPA falls
below 1.5, will be placed on academic probation.

A student with:

Cum below
2.0
Semester Term GPA below 1.5 probation
Semester Term GPA above 1.5 probation

Cum above
2.0
probation
good standing

Academic Probation
Students on academic probation may be prohibited from participating in Rollins-sponsored activities,
such as leadership positions, study abroad, and/or internships for academic credit.

Academic Suspension
Students who have attempted 12 or more credits through the Holt School will be subject to academic
suspension as a result of poor academic performance as defined above. After 12 credits have been
attempted, students who have been on probation for two non-consecutive semesters, and who fail to
meet the minimum academic standards a third time will be academically suspended from the Holt School.
An exception is made for Full-time first-year students and transfer students. Full-time first- year and
transfer students will be academically suspended from the Holt School after their first semester if their
GPA falls at or below 1.25. If these students would like to be considered for continuation for a second
semester, they should appeal their academic suspension to the Office of the Dean of the Hamilton Holt
School.
Students who are academically suspended from the Holt School are not permitted to continue in any
Rollins College programs. While on academic suspension, students should only be on campus to conduct
business related to a re-admission appeal, and/or as an officially registered guest, and must abide the
guest policies. Students may request to transfer back to Rollins any credits earned during an academic
suspension. All transfer credits must be pre-approved prior to enrolling elsewhere via the Transfer Credit
Pre-Approval form.
Students who have been academically suspended a first time may petition for readmission by completing
a readmission request in which they articulate both insight into the factors that led to the poor
performance and a realistic plan to improve academic performance and return to good academic
standing. This request to return may be submitted to the Office of the Dean of the Holt School after a
minimum of one (1) semester has elapsed. To be considered for readmission from academic suspension,
students must demonstrate readiness to return and improved commitment to academic success. The
request to return will only be considered if the student is in good
standing with the Rollins Community (including but not limited to Community Standards, Student
Account Services, etc.).
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Students who are academically suspended a second time are dismissed permanently from the Holt
School and may not subsequently enroll in any program. Students who are academically suspended
or dismissed prior to the end of a semester are subject to standard college refund policies.
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